222 Chap. 6—third party dealings with goods
beforehand (z), unless the terms of the agreement are
inconsistent with a lien (a) ; but there is no lien, if the
sole purpose of the delivery of the goods to the workman
is, that he shall work with them and not upon them (b).
The workman in exercising this lien can only detain and
he has no claim for warehouse charges during such
detention (c).
It is of the great importance to owners and to hirers
of goods let on hire or hire-purchase and to workmen,
repairers and tradesmen generally, to ascertain to what
extent the workman's lien is good against the true owner,
and it is a question that is continually arising.
The general rule of the Common Law is that prima facie
no one can create a lien upon another person's goods
without his authority (d).
In Hiscox v. Greenwood (e) it was decided that a trades-
man had no lien on goods delivered to him by the owner's
servant without the master's knowledge, as a lien must
be derived from legitimate authority. Lord EUenborough
added the words " unless the master has been in the habit
of employing the tradesman in the way of his trade."
This statement was, however, not necessary for the
decision of the case, and it is not easy to understand how
a course of business between the master and the trader
could affect the authority of the servant to act for the
master, unless, indeed, Lord Ellenborough intended to
express the opinion, that there would be an exception,
if it was the master's habit to employ the tradesman,
through his servant.
If that was Lord Ellenborough's meaning, it was the
first step towards the doctrine that ostensible authority
to create a lien is sufficient, and is reconcilable with a
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